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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This action is responsive to communications: Appeal Brief filed on 05 Nov. 
2007 

2. Claims 39 and 41-66 are pending in this case. Claims 39, 47, 52 and 59 
are independent claims. 



3. In view of the Appeal Brief filed on 05 Nov. 2007, PROSECUTION IS 
HEREBY REOPENED. A new grounds of rejection is set forth below. 
To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one 
of the following two options: 

(1) file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a 
reply under 37 CFR 1 .1 13 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41 .31 
followed by an appeal brief under 37 CFR 41 .37. The previously paid notice of 
appeal fee and appeal brief fee can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, 
the appeal fees set forth in 37 CFR 41.20 have been increased since they were 
previously paid, then appellant must pay the difference between the increased 
fees and the amount previously paid. 

A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening 
prosecution by signing below: 



Reopening of Prosecution After Appeal Brief 



v DOUG HUTTON 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
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Applicant's Response 

4. In Applicant's Response dated 05 Nov. 2007, Applicant argued rejections 
of previous action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

6. Claims 39, 41, 44-46, 52, 53, 56-61 and 64-66 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Armstrong et al. (NPL: 
" WebWatcher: A Learning Apprentice for the World Wide Web ", Publish 
date: 1995) (hereinafter 'Armstrong') in view of Pant et al. (Patent No.: 
6,012,053; Filed Jun. 23, 1997) (hereinafter 'Pant'). 

In regards to independent claim 39, Armstrong discloses a computer- 
implemented method comprising: 

identifying a document that is stored on a server in a network and that 

includes links to linked documents (section 2; Fig. 4; Armstrong discloses 
identifying a web page/document that contains links to other web 
pages/documents.); 
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determining scores for a plurality of the links in the identified document 
(section 2; Fig. 4; Armstrong discloses the WebWatcher finds hyperlinks on the 
page/document that are strongly recommended by its search control knowledge. 
The Examiner concludes the WebWatcher program would implicitly determine 
scores for a plurality of the links in the identified document in order to determine 
which document are strongly recommended.); 

providing the modified document to a user (section 2; Fig. 4; Armstrong 
discloses the WebWatcher finds hyperlinks on the page/document that are 
strongly recommended by its search control knowledge, Then highlights the most 
promising links and sends this modified copy of the return page to the user.). 

Armstrong does not expressly disclose modifying the identified document 
based on the determined scores, where the modifying includes: 

reordering at least two of the links based on the determined scores, or 
sorting at least two of the links based on the determined scores; and 

However, Pant teaches modifying the identified document based on the 
determined scores, where the modifying includes: 

reordering at least two of the links based on the determined scores, 
or sorting at least two of the links based on the determined scores (col. 2, 
lines 25-43; col. 3, lines 56-63; Pant teaches a sorting module which sorts 
the search results in an order ranked according to their relevance score.); 
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Therefore at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine Armstrong with Pant for the benefit of 
providing a mechanism through which results from a search query are ranked 
according to the user-specified relevance factors to allow the user to control how 
the search resulted are ordered and presented (col. 1, lines 53-56). 

In regards to dependent claims 41, 53 and 61, Armstrong discloses the 
wherein the links in the identified document point to a plurality of linked 
documents (section 2; Fig. 4; Armstrong discloses identifying a web 
page/document that contains links to other web pages/documents.); 
wherein determining the scores includes: 

for each of the linked documents, determining scores for one or 
more linking documents that contain links to the linked document (section 
2, para. 4 &6; Armstrong discloses prefetching web pages and beginning 
the process to determine their most promising outgoing hyperlink. 
Armstrong also discloses the WebWatcher could be made to search 
several pages ahead to improve the quality of the advice it provides. The 
Examiner concludes the WebWatcher program would implicitly determine 
scores for a plurality of the links in the identified document in order to 
determine which document are strongly recommended.). 

determining a score for each of the linked documents based on the 
scores of the one or more linking documents (section 2; Fig. 4; Armstrong 
discloses the WebWatcher finds hyperlinks on the page/document that are 
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strongly recommended by its search control knowledge. The Examiner 
concludes the WebWatcher program would implicitly determine scores for 
a plurality of the links in the identified document in order to determine 
which document are strongly recommended.). 

associating the determined scores for the linked documents with 
the corresponding links in the identified document (section 2, para. 4 &6; 
Armstrong discloses prefetching web pages and beginning the process to 
determine their most promising outgoing hyperlink. The Examiner 
concludes the WebWatcher program would implicitly determine scores for 
a plurality of the links in the identified document in order to determine 
which document are strongly recommended.). 

In regards to dependent claims 44, 56 and 64, Armstrong discloses the 
method wherein the links in the identified document point to a plurality of linked 
documents; 

wherein determining the scores includes: 

receiving input from the user (section 2, para. 2; Armstrong 

discloses the WeWatcher program allows the user to identify the type of 

information he seeks.). 

determining a score for each of the linked documents based on the 

received input (section 2 & 4; Fig. 4; Armstrong discloses the WeWatcher 

program allows the user to identify the type of information he seeks. 

Armstrong also discloses the WebWatcher finds hyperlinks on the 
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page/document that are strongly recommended by its search control 
knowledge. The Examiner concludes the WebWatcher program would 
implicitly determine scores for a plurality of the links in the identified 
document in order to determine which document are strongly 
recommended.). 

associating the determined scores for the linked documents with 
the corresponding links in the identified document associating the 
determined scores for the linked documents with the corresponding links 
in the identified document (section 2, para. 4 &6; Armstrong discloses 
prefetching web pages and beginning the process to determine their most 
promising outgoing hyperlink. The Examiner concludes the WebWatcher 
program would implicitly determine scores for a plurality of the links in the 
identified document in order to determine which document are strongly 
recommended.). 

In regards to dependent claims 45, 57 and 65, Armstrong discloses the 
method of wherein determining the score for each of the linked documents 
includes: 

for each of the linked documents, comparing one or more words of the 
received input with a content of the linked document (section 3.2; Armstrong 
discloses comparing words entered by the user with a content of the linked 
document.). 
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determining a score for the linked document based on a degree of match 
between the one or more words and the content of the linked document (section 
3.2; Armstrong discloses comparing words entered by the user with a content of 
the linked document. Words are first gathered by every distinct word that occur 
over the training set, then ranked according to their mutual information. Using the 
broadest reasonable interpretation the Examiner concludes ranked one or more 
words according to their the mutual information to be analogous with determining 
a score for the linked document based on a degree of match.). 

In regards to dependent claim 46, Armstrong discloses the method of 
claim 39, wherein modifying the identified document includes: 

comparing the determined scores to a threshold (section 4.2; Armstrong 
discloses experimenting with adding a threshold on the confidence of the advice 
from the WebWatcher. Using the broadest reasonable interpretation the 
Examiner concludes Armstrong's experiment to include but not limited to 
comparing the determined scores to a threshold.). 

Armstrong does not expressly disclose deleting one of the links from the 
identified document when the determined score for the one of the links falls 
below the threshold. 

Pant teaches deleting one of the links from the identified document when 
the determined score for the one of the links falls below the threshold (col. 13, 
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lines 9-31; Pant teaches results based on a score and a relevance factor of 
words matched in a query. A change in the relevance factor does not change the 
search and number of hits, but the presentation of the results differs. Using the 
broadest reasonable interpretation, the Examiner concludes the presentation of 
results differs to include but not be limited to deleting one of the links from the 
identified document when the determined score for the one of the links falls 
below the threshold.). 



Therefore at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine Armstrong with Pant for the benefit of 
providing a mechanism through which results from a search query are ranked 
according to the user-specified relevance factors to allow the user to control how 
the search resulted are ordered and presented (col. 1, lines 53-56). 

In regards to independent claim 52, Armstrong discloses a computer- 
implemented method, comprising: 

identifying a document that is stored on a server in a network and that 
includes links to linked documents (section 2; Fig. 4; Armstrong discloses 
identifying a web page/document that contains links to other web 
pages/documents.); 

determining scores for a plurality of the links in the identified document 
(section 2, para. 4 &6; Armstrong discloses prefetching web pages and beginning 
the process to determine their most promising outgoing hyperlink. Armstrong also 
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discloses the WebWatcher could be made to search several pages ahead to 
improve the quality of the advice it provides. The Examiner concludes the 
WebWatcher program would implicitly determine scores for a plurality of the links 
in the identified document in order to determine which document are strongly 
recommended.). 

comparing the determined scores to a threshold (section 4.2; Armstrong 
discloses experimenting with adding a threshold on the confidence of the advice 
from the WebWatcher. Using the broadest reasonable interpretation the 
Examiner concludes Armstrong's experiment to include but not limited to 
comparing the determined scores to a threshold.). 

Armstrong does not expressly disclose deleting one of the plurality of links 
from the identified document when the score for the one of the links falls below 
the threshold; 

Pant teaches deleting one of the links from the identified document when 
the determined score for the one of the links falls below the threshold (col. 1 3, 
lines 9-31; Pant teaches results based on a score and a relevance factor of 
words matched in a query. A change in the relevance factor does not change the 
search and number of hits, but the presentation of the results differs. Using the 
broadest reasonable interpretation, the Examiner concludes the presentation of 
results differs to include but not be limited to deleting one of the links from the 
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identified document when the determined score for the one of the links falls 
below the threshold.). 

providing, to a user, the identified document without the deleted link. (col. 
13, lines 9-31). 

Therefore at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine Armstrong with Pant for the benefit of 
providing a mechanism through which results from a search query are ranked 
according to the user-specified relevance factors to allow the user to control how 
the search resulted are ordered and presented (col. 1 , lines 53-56). 

In regards to dependent claim 58, Armstrong discloses the method of 
claim 52, further comprising: 

determining additional information regarding the linked document pointed 
to by the one of the plurality of links (section 3.2) 

providing the identified document with the additional information to the 
user (section 2; Fig. 4; Armstrong discloses sending a modified copy of the return 
page to the user.). 

Armstrong does not expressly disclose determining additional infonvation 
regarding a linked document pointed to by the one of the plurality of links when 
the score for the one of the links does not fall below the threshold; 
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Pant teaches determining the score for the one of the links does not fall 
below the threshold (col. 13, lines 9-31 ; Pant teaches results based on a score 
and a relevance factor of words matched in a query. A change in the relevance 
factor does not change the search and number of hits, but the presentation of the 
results differs. Using the broadest reasonable interpretation, the Examiner 
concludes Pant teaches the concept of determining that a score for one of the 
plurality of links is greater than the threshold.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine Armstrong with Pant for the benefit of 
providing a mechanism through which results from a search query are ranked 
according to the user-specified relevance, factors to allow the user to control how 
the search resulted are ordered and presented (col. 1, lines 53-56). 

In regards to independent claim 59, Armstrong discloses a system, 
comprising: 

means for identifying a document based on an address associated with 
the document the document including links that point to linked documents 
(section 2; Fig. 4; Armstrong discloses identifying a web page/document that 
contains links to other web pages/documents.); 

means for determining scores for a plurality of the links in the identified 
document (section 2, para. 4 &6; Armstrong discloses prefetching web pages 
and beginning the process to determine their most promising outgoing hyperlink. 
Armstrong also discloses the WebWatcher could be made to search several 
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pages ahead to improve the quality of the advice it provides. The Examiner 
concludes the WebWatcher program would implicitly determine scores for a 
plurality of the links in the identified document in order to determine which 
document are strongly recommended.). 

means for comparing the determined scores to a threshold (section 4.2; 
Armstrong discloses experimenting with adding a threshold on the confidence of 
the advice from the WebWatcher. Using the broadest reasonable interpretation 
the Examiner concludes Armstrong's. experiment to include but not limited to 
comparing the determined scores to a threshold.). 

means for determining additional information regarding the linked 
document pointed to by the one of the plurality of links (section 3.2). 

means for providing the identified document with the additional information 
to a user (section 2; Fig. 4; Armstrong discloses the WebWatcher finds 
hyperlinks on the page/document that are strongly recommended by its search 
control knowledge, Then highlights the most promising links and sends this 
modified copy of the return page to the user.). 

Armstrong does not expressly disclose means for determining that a score 
for one of the plurality of links is greater than the threshold. 

Pant teaches means for determining that a score for one of the plurality of 
links is greater than the threshold (col. 13, lines 9-31; Pant teaches results based 
on a score and a relevance factor of words matched in a query. A change in the 
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relevance factor does not change the search and number of hits, but the 
presentation of the results differs. Using the broadest reasonable interpretation, 
the Examiner concludes Pant teaches the concept of determining that a score for 
one of the plurality of links is greater than the threshold.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine Armstrong with Pant for the benefit of 
providing a mechanism through which results from a search query are ranked 
according to the user-specified relevance factors to allow the user to control how 
the search resulted are ordered and presented (col. 1, lines 53-56). 

In regards to dependent claim 60, Armstrong discloses the system of 
claim 59, further comprising: 

means for determining that a score for another one of the plurality of links 
is not greater than the threshold (section 2, para. 4 &6; section 4.2; Armstrong 
discloses prefetching web pages and beginning the process to determine their 
most promising outgoing hyperlink. Armstrong also discloses the WebWatcher 
could be made to search several pages ahead to improve the quality of the 
advice it provides. The Examiner concludes the WebWatcher program would 
implicitly determine scores for a plurality of the links in the identified document in 
order to determine which document are strongly recommended. Armstrong 
discloses experimenting with adding a threshold on the confidence of the advice 
from the WebWatcher. Using the broadest reasonable interpretation the 
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Examiner concludes Armstrong's experiment to include but not limited to 
comparing the determined scores to a threshold.). 

Armstrong does not expressly disclose means for deleting the other one of 
the plurality of links from the identified document] 

means for providing, to a user, the identified document without the deleted 

link; 

Pant teaches means for deleting the other one of the plurality of links from 
the identified document (col. 13, lines 9-31; Pant teaches results based on a 
score and a relevance factor of words matched in a query. A change in the 
relevance factor does not change the search and number of hits, but the 
presentation of the results differs. Using the broadest reasonable interpretation, 
the Examiner concludes the presentation of results differs to include but not be 
limited to deleting one of the links from the identified document when the 
determined score for the one of the links falls below the threshold.). 

means for providing, to a user, the identified document without the deleted 
link (col. 13, lines 9-31). 

Therefore at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine Armstrong with Pant for the benefit of 
providing a mechanism through which results from a search query are ranked 
according to the user-specified relevance factors to allow the user to control how 
the search resulted are ordered and presented (col. 1, lines 53-56). 



Application/Control Number: Page 16 

09/734,883 

Art Unit: 2176 

In regards to dependent claim 66, Armstrong does not expressly 
disclose the system of claim 59, wherein the additional information includes an 
excerpt from the linked document, a size of the linked document, or a date of last 
modification of the linked document. 

However, Pant teaches the additional information includes an excerpt from 
the linked document, a size of the linked document, or a date of last modification 
of the linked document (col. 6, line 21-32; Pant teaches a relevance factor is a 
value associated with an attribute which an item in a database may have. For 
example whether a document contains a particular word is an attribute of a 
document, date, size and other features of a document may be attributes. It has 
been established and is well known in the art that these features are typically 
provider to the end-user as additional information of linked documents.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine Armstrong with Pant for the benefit of 
providing a mechanism through which results from a search query are ranked 
according to the user-specified relevance factors to allow the user to control how 
the search resulted are ordered and presented (col. 1, lines 53-56). 

Note 

7. It is noted that any citations to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in 
the prior art references and any interpretation of the reference should not be 
considered to be limiting in any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and 
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may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having 
ordinary skill in the art. See, MPEP 2123. 

8. Claims 47-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Arthurs (Patent No.: US 6,591,261 B1; Effective Filing 
Date: Jun. 21 , 1999) in view of Pant et al. (Patent No.: 6,012,053; Filed Jun. 
23, 1997) (hereinafter 'Pant'). 

In regards to independent claim 47, Authers discloses a computer- 
implemented method, comprising: 

receiving a search query (col. 6, lines 43-47; Authers discloses through a 
computer system, the end-user typically visits a search engine site residing on a 
server computer system to enter a search query. Thus receiving input from the 
user.); 

providing a list of search results in response to the search query (col. 4, 
lines 1-24; col. 7, line 4-col. 8, line 54; Arthurs disclose providing a list of search 
results in response to the search query.); 

receiving selection of one of the search results in the list of search results 
(col. 4, lines 1-24; col. 7, line 4-col. 8, line 54; Arthurs discloses the user selects 
a displayed web site by clicking on a link.); 

identifying links in a document corresponding to the selected search result 
(col. 4, lines 1-24; col. 7, line 4-col. 8, line 54; Arthurs discloses the user selects 
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a displayed web site by clicking on a link adjacent to that web site via the end- 
user computer system mouse.); 

determining a score for one of the links based on a degree of match 
between the search query and a content of a linked document pointed to by the 
one of the links (col. 6, line 19-col. 7, line 3; Arthurs disclose the search results 
are ranked in accordance to their score.); 

Arthurs does not expressly disclose modifying the document based on the 
determined score for the one of the links ; 
providing the modified document 

However, Pant teaches modifying the document based on the determined 
score for the one of the links (col. 2, lines 25-43; col. 3, lines 56-63; Pant 
teaches a sorting module which sorts the search results in an order ranked 
according to their relevance score.); 

providing the modified document (col. 2, lines 25-43; col. 3, lines 56-63; 
Pant teaches sorted/modified results are provided to the user.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 

i 

of ordinary skill in the art to combine Arthurs with Pant for the benefit of providing 
a mechanism through which results from a search query are ranked according to 
the user-specified relevance factors to allow the user to control how the search 
resulted are ordered and presented (col. 1, lines 53-56). 



Application/Control Number: 

09/734,883 

Art Unit: 2176 



Page 19 



In regards to dependent claim 48, Arthurs disclose the method of claim 
47, wherein determining the score for the one of the links includes determining 
scores for each of a plurality of the links in the document based on a degree of 
match between the search query and a content of a linked document pointed to 
by the link (col. 6, line 19-col. 7, line 3; Arthurs disclose the search results are 
ranked in accordance to their score.); 

Arthurs does not expressly disclose wherein modifying the document 
includes: reordering the links based on the determined scores. 

However, Pant teaches modifying wherein modifying the document 
includes: reordering the links based on the determined scores (col. 2, lines 25- 
43; col. 3, lines 56-63; Pant teaches a sorting module which sorts the search 
results in an order ranked according to their relevance score.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine Arthurs with Pant for the benefit of providing 
a mechanism through which results from a search query are ranked according to 
the user-specified relevance factors to allow the user to control how the search 
resulted are ordered and presented (col. 1, lines 53-56). 
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In regards to dependent claim 49, Arthurs does not expressly disclose 
the method of claim 48, wherein reordering the links includes: sorting the links 
based on the determined scores. 

However, Pant teaches reordering the links includes: sorting the links 
based on the determined scores (col. 2, lines 25-43; col. 3, lines 56-63; Pant 
teaches a sorting module which sorts the search results in an order ranked 
according to their relevance score.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine Arthurs with Pant for the benefit of providing 
a mechanism through which results from a search query are ranked according to 
the user-specified relevance factors to allow the user to control how the search 
resulted are ordered and presented (col. 1, lines 53-56). 

In regards to dependent claim 50, Arthurs does not expressly disclose 
the method of claim 47, wherein modifying the document includes: 

changing at least one visual characteristic of the one of the links within the 
document based on the determined score. 

However, Pant teaches changing at least one visual characteristic of the 
one of the links within the document based on the determined score (col. 6, line 
50-col. 7, line 50; Pant teaches a sorting module which sorts/displays the search 
results based on different relevance factors. The Examiners using the broadest 
interpretation of a visual characteristic of the one of the links within the document 
based on the determined score to include placement of the link within the search 
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result. Thus Pant teaches or suggests changing the visual characteristic of one of 
the links.). 

Therefore at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine Arthurs with Pant for the benefit of providing 
a mechanism through which results from a search query are ranked according to 
the user-specified relevance factors to allow the user to control how the search 
resulted are ordered and presented (col. 1 , lines 53-56). 

In regards to dependent claim 51, Arthurs discloses the method of claim 
47, further comprising: 

comparing the determined score to a threshold (col. 2, lines14-23; col. 6, 
lines 5-16; col. 10, lines 34-36; Arthurs teaches or suggest the concept of 
comparing the determined scores to a threshold.); 

deleting the one of the links when the determined score for the one of the 
links falls below a threshold (col. 2, lines14-23; col. 6, lines 5-16; col. 10, lines 
34-36; Arthurs teaches or suggest the concept of comparing the determined 
scores to a threshold. Arthurs disclose the association database may utilize any 
threshold values to remove data from the database. At the time of the invention it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Arthurs 
teachings in deleting one of the links from the identified document when the 
determined score for the one of the links falls below the threshold.). 
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Note 

9. It is noted that any citations to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in 
the prior art references and any interpretation of the reference should not be 
considered to be limiting in any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and 
may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having 
ordinary skill in the art. See, MPEP 2123. 

10. Claims 42, 43, 54, 55, 62 and 6 3, a re rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Armstrong in view of Pant further in view of Page 
(Patent No.: 6,285,999 B1 ; Filed Jan. 09, 1998) 

In regards to dependent claims 42, 54 and 62, Armstrong discloses the 
method wherein the links in the identified document point to a plurality of linked 
documents (section 2; Fig. 4; Armstrong discloses identifying a web 
page/document that contains links to other web pages/documents.); 

associating the determined scores for the linked documents with the 
corresponding links in the identified document (section 2, para. 4 &6; Armstrong 
discloses prefetching web pages and beginning the process to determine their 
most promising outgoing hyperlink. The Examiner concludes the WebWatcher 
program would implicitly determine scores for a plurality of the links in the 
identified document in order to determine which document are strongly 
recommended.). 
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Armstrong in view of Pant does not expressly disclose wherein 
determining the scores includes: 

determining a clickthrough rate for each of the linked documents. 

determining a score for each of the linked documents based on the 
determined clickthrough rates. 

However, Page teaches determining a clickthrough rate for each of the 
linked documents; determining a score for each of the linked documents based 
on the determined clickthrough rates (Page teaches determining the clickthrough 
rate for each of the linked documents based on determined clickthrough rates 
and associating the determined scores for the linked documents with the 
corresponding entries in the document. The examiner interprets the user of 
clickthrough rate in the claim as equivalent to determining the popularity or how 
many hits the documents has had by other links linking to the document and 
determining how important that document is. For example, Page discloses node 
ranking in a linked database to assign a rank to each document in the database 
where the document rank is a measure of the importance of the document based 
on the anchor text of backlinks to the document (regardless of its content)(col 2, 
lines 40-65). 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Armstrong in view 
of Pant to include determining importance, scoring and associating that with an 
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entry in the document as taught by Page, providing the benefit of a simple 
method for determining the importance of a document by counting its number of 
citations (col. 2, lines 20-35). 

In regards to dependent claims 43, 55 and 63, Armstrong discloses the 
method wherein the links in the identified document point to a plurality of linked 
documents (section 2; Fig. 4; Armstrong discloses identifying a web 
page/document that contains links to other web pages/documents,). 

associating the determined scores for the linked documents with the 
corresponding links in the identified document (section 2, para. 4 &6; Armstrong 
discloses prefetching web pages and beginning the process to determine their 
most promising outgoing hyperlink. The Examiner concludes the WebWatcher 
program would implicitly determine scores for a plurality of the links in the 
identified document in order to determine which document are strongly 
recommended.). 

Armstrong in view of Pant does not expressly disclose wherein 
determining the scores includes: 

determining a measure of popularity associated with each of the linked 
documents, 

determining a score for each of the linked documents based on the 
determined measure of popularity. 
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Page teaches determining a measure of popularity associated with each 
of the linked documents, determining a score for each of the linked documents 
based on the determined measure of popularity (Page teaches determining the 
clickthrough rate for each of the linked documents based on determined 
clickthrough rates and associating the determined scores for the linked 
documents with the corresponding entries in the document. The examiner 
interprets the user of clickthrough rate in the claim as equivalent to determining 
the popularity or how many hits the documents has had by other links linking to 
the document and determining how important that document is. For example, 
Page discloses node ranking in a linked database to assign a rank to each 
document in the database where the document rank is a measure of the 
importance of the document based on the anchor text of backlinks to the 
document (regardless of its content)(col 2, lines 40-65). 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Armstrong in view 
of Pant to include determining importance, scoring and associating that with an 
entry in the document as taught by Page, providing the benefit of a simple 
method for determining the importance of a document by counting its number of 
citations (col. 2, lines 20-35). 

Note 

11. It is noted that any citations to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in 
the prior art references and any interpretation of the reference should not be 
considered to be limiting in any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and 
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may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having 
ordinary skill in the art. See, MPEP 2123. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to James J. Debrow whose telephone number is 
571-272-5768. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Doug Hutton can be reached on 571-272-4137. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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